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Income-tax Department
Edited

by Stephen G.

Rusk

Twelve members of the board of tax appeals have been appointed by the
president, five of whom were selected from the personnel of the bureau of in
ternal revenue. Of the latter, two were members of the board of appeals and
review. It is interesting to note that of the twelve members appointed, nine
are lawyers, one is described as “executive officer of Kansas state farmers’
union for many years; former newspaper man; and former member of faculty of
Kansas university”; one an "accountant and authority on tax matters”; and
one whose profession is not mentioned.
The revenue act empowers the president to appoint twenty-eight members,
and it would seem to be in the interests of the long suffering taxpayer if a number
of accountants of proved qualifications were made members of this important
body. Congress in its wisdom deemed it meet that the salaries of members of
this board should be limited to $7,500 per annum. In view of this limitation it
is to be hoped that patriotic considerations will move a sufficient number of
able men to undertake to render the invaluable services required of this board
even if the financial emoluments are not alluring.
Mimeograph 3209 of recent issue amending article 836 of regulations 45 (1920
edition) and article 836 of regulations 62, gives detailed instructions as to retro
spective appraisals for redetermining invested capital, March 1,1913, value and
fair cash value. The general lack of information that prevailed among tax
payers and their advisers in 1917 and 1918 was the cause of much, if not all,
the defective tax returns turned in for those years. To one having the re
sponsibility of protesting and appealing against the assessment of additional
taxes for those years and reviewing them in the light of the present understand
ing of the provisions controlling the tax returns then made, it is amazing to
contemplate the defects they contain. The errors made were detrimental to
the interests of the taxpayer as frequently as they operated in his favor, and
for reasons such as these, the information contained in this mimeograph becomes
highly important even at this late date.

Summary of Recent Rulings
Proceeds of a life insurance policy do not constitute income and therefore are
held not to be taxable under revenue act of 1918 (U. S. v. Supplee Biddle Hard
ware Co.)
Exchange of stock upon reorganization of a corporation held not to be a taxable
transaction under the 1916 act (supreme court decision, Weiss v. Stearn)
Income of operating receivers of a corporation held to be subject to tax under
provisions of revenue act of 1916.
Personal property tax assessed after death of decedent held not to be deductible
for federal estate-tax purposes (Hill, et al. v. Grissom)
That income from California community property may be divided between
husband and wife is being reconsidered by attorney general, his former opinion
that it may be divided being withdrawn.
Time for filing fiscal-year returns of corporations, fiduciaries and partnerships
has been extended to Sept. 15th (T. D. 3597), and time for filing capital-stock
tax returns is extended to September 30th. (Mim. 3206.)
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March 1, 1913, value of property, though greater than cost, was used as basis
of determining a loss upon the sale of the said property (Vance v. McLaughlin)
Taxpayer not allowed to enjoin another from delivering property to collector
claiming under warrant of distraint (Sramen v. Guaranty Trust Co. of N. Y.)
Income of individuals acting as consultant of state or subdivision thereof, who
are not regular employers, is subject to tax (Metcalf et al. v. Mitchell)
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